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ABSTRACT:  
 
This paper examines empirically the link between the post-entry strategies of new 
entrepreneurs and the duration of the firm. We use a sample of French entrepreneurs that have 
set up or taken over a firm during the first six months of 1994. For firms that are still alive at 
least four years later we have information both on the individual pre-entry motives of the 
entrepreneurs and on the post entry Entrepreneurial Orientation. We also know if the firm is 
still running or closed down two years after having implemented the post entry strategies, i.e. 
during 1998-1999. Using a Cox model (proportional hazard model), we show that “push” 
entrepreneurs (unemployed more than one year) who adopt an entrepreneurial behaviour are 
globally more likely to survive. A possible explanation of this result would be that in this 
category of constrained entrepreneurs, the minimum efficient scale (MES) is not reached. The 
Entrepreneurial Orientation is then a way to outreach the MES and consequently product 
market strategies to capture customers are efficient. “Pull” entrepreneurs (salaried who have 
acquired an experience in the same branch of activity) have more information a priori about 
the desired product and its characteristics, the tastes of customers, the rules of the competition 
on the product market. For them the Entrepreneurial Orientation does not constitute an 
efficient strategy in order to reduce information asymmetries between clients and product or 
service supplied.  
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Introduction  
 
Entrepreneurship is an important source for economic growth and employment 
creation -see Carree and Thurik (2010) for a survey of the positive effects of entrepreneurship 
on economic growth-. The economic contributions of new ventures could refer to the reasons 
entrepreneurs give for starting businesses since entrepreneurial motives influence both the 
post-entry strategies and the survival of the new firm. One of these reasons is related to a low 
opportunity cost; in that case the new entrepreneur exits unemployment in setting-up his own 
firm. According to the “refugee” effect, higher rates of unemployment translate into higher 
rates of self-employment (Thurik et al., 2008, Acs et al., 1994) but the impact of this kind of 
entrepreneurship on economic growth is limited because on average the size of these new 
firms is small, they suffer from financial constraints and their life span is short. Conversely 
entrepreneurs in a Schumpeterian sense seize business opportunities. The “Schumpeter” effect 
then plays an important role in innovation and growth. 
From an individual point of view, these two kinds of entrepreneurs aggregate “push” 
and “pull” motives (Shinnar and Young, 2008 for the motivations of immigrants 
entrepreneurs). The “push” (necessity) motives mainly gathers individuals excluded from the 
job market
3
. Unemployment is a strong determinant to increase the likelihood of an individual 
becoming an entrepreneur in different European countries (Foti, Vivarelli, 1994, for Italy, 
Ritsilä and Tervo, 2002, for Finland and Abdesselam et al, 2004 for France).  
The “pull” (opportunity) motives refer to a set of positive motives such as economic 
opportunity, valuation of a new idea, self-realization and so on… The “pull” motives 
correspond to the case where new entrepreneurs are positively drawn to entrepreneurship. 
More precisely “Pull entrepreneurs are those who are lured by their new venture idea and 
initiative venture activity because of the attractiveness of the business idea and its personal 
implication” (Amit and Muller, 1995, p. 65). 
One implication from this distinction concerning entrepreneurial motivations is that 
one should expect that entrepreneurs sensitive to opportunity motives compared to the 
necessity motives are more prone to implement successful entrepreneurially oriented firms 
since the decision to set up a firm can be viewed as an unconstrained decision.  
On the contrary since the “push” motive is associated with a lack of alternatives in a 
salaried or unemployed position, one can infer that the new entrepreneur was suffering from a 
depreciation of his/her own human capital in his/her previous occupation (Bhattacharjee et al., 
2009). In that case, the entrepreneurial choice does not necessarily reveal some endowment in 
entrepreneurial abilities. Then we can infer that a new firm with Entrepreneurial Orientation is 
more prone to be successful if the founder is motivated by “pull” motives rather than “push” 
motives. Notwithstanding we can suspect that for push entrepreneurs the Minimum Efficient 
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Size is not reached so the Entrepreneurial Orientation could be a way to quickier depreciate 
fixed assets and then to avoid premature exit. 
We will consider that the previous occupation of the entrepreneur in the labour market 
gives us information about the probability to be endowed with such entrepreneurial abilities. 
Then we can infer that setting up a firm by an individual sensitive to “pull” motives can reveal 
the willingness to launch innovative projects (for which the staff may be too cautious), to 
exploit a new opportunity, to seize markets shares in some market segments.  
Few studies have been conducted at the individual level on the product market 
behavior of the new entrepreneur and his relationship to the success of the firm. In fact, when 
dealing with new firms, qualitative information on firms’ strategies is rare and difficult to 
collect: “the analysis of post-entry strategies by start-ups is rather rare in the literature” 
(Fosfuri and Giarrantana, 2004, p. 2).  
Firm performance results in various combinations of individual characteristics of the 
entrepreneur and organizational or environmental factors (Lumpkin and Dess, 1996, 2001). 
Then the behavior of the entrepreneur may be just as important as the founding conditions 
when regarding the survival of the firm (Covin and Slevin, 1991). Recent studies focus on 
entrepreneurial orientation (pro-activeness, innovativeness, risk taking propensity) and show 
that this behaviour increases the financial performance (Keh and al. 2007, Stam and Elfring, 
2008; Wiklund and Shepherd, 2005) or the growth of the firm (Moreno and Casillas, 2008). 
Morris et al. (2006) showed that women entrepreneurs who are pulled are significantly more 
growth-oriented than those who are pushed into entrepreneurship. Nevertheless they do not 
take into account the behavior of the new firm in the product market. Then it is interesting to 
examine if “push” and “pull” entrepreneurs are able to implement successful product market 
strategies.  
We use a sample of French entrepreneurs that have set up or taken over a firm during 
the first six months of 1994 (SINE 94-1). The data base encompasses 36337 firms created in 
1994 and still alive in 1997 (SINE 94-2). A third survey conducted in 1999 (SINE 94-3) 
identifies the firms which are still running and those that closed down over the period 1997-
1999. For these firms we have information both on the individual pre-entry motives of the 
entrepreneurs and on the post entry Entrepreneurial Orientation that allows us to build a score 
that measures the proactiveness and the competitive aggressiveness of the firm. We also know 
if the firm is still running or closed down two years after having implemented the post entry 
strategies, i.e. during 1998-1999. The push motives are identified by unemployed over one 
year, the pull motives by salaried who set up or over take a firm in the same branch of activity 
of their experience. We retain two variables as proxies of a proactive behavior: the 
willingness of an entrepreneur to increase his activity and the subcontracting work given to 
other firms. Subcontracting is a way to either alleviate capacity constraints or outsource 
procedures that cannot be accomplished by the firm itself (specialty subcontracting). Three 
variables in the data are used as proxies of an aggressive posture. The aggressiveness of a firm 
in its market is expressed by a decrease in price (price competition) but also by the 
willingness to attract new clients and the advertising efforts (non price competition). Using a 
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Cox model (proportional hazard model), we show that “push” entrepreneurs who adopt an 
entrepreneurial behaviour are globally more likely to survive. A possible explanation of this 
result would be that in this category of constrained entrepreneurs, the minimum efficient scale 
(MES) is not reached. Then these new firms have to grow fast in order to be sustainable and 
prospect efforts to attract new clients or subcontracting work given are a way to better 
survive. “Pull” entrepreneurs who have a priori more information about the desired product 
and its characteristics, the tastes of customers, the rules of the competition on the product 
market are able to reduce their prices without decreasing the quality of the product perceived 
by customers. This is why these entrepreneurs who base their entrepreneurial orientation on 
price competition survive better.  
Our paper is organized as follows. Section 1 presents the “pull” and “push” motives to 
get into entrepreneurship and the Entrepreneurial Orientation of the new entrepreneurs. 
Section 2 examines the performance of the product market orientation of the new firm 
according to pre-entry motives and section 3 concludes. 
 
1. Pre-entry motives into Entrepreneurship: do they influence market 
strategies? 
 
1-1) “Push” and “Pull” effects: a reappraisal based on the previous occupation of the 
entrepreneur.  
 
The human capital observed by employers is itself made up of an educational human 
capital measured by the level of diploma and of a professional and cultural human capital 
which comprises the professional and social trajectory of the individual. To be creative, 
having an innovative idea, can be considered as to be endowed with an unobservable human 
capital that only the entrepreneurial commitment may value. Unobserved human capital then 
reflects entrepreneurial abilities that the individual is able to value by choosing 
entrepreneurship. When new entrepreneurs are previously well matched as employees in the 
labor market, they had a priori good rewards on their human capital (perceived wages reflect 
their productivity). In such a case self-employment mainly corresponds to “pull” motives 
(new idea, innovation…). The individual does not implement his innovative project as a 
salaried due to information asymmetries concerning the actual quality of the project 
(Audrestch, 1995). 
Conversely self-employment may also respond to an individual situation of failure in 
the labor market (for instance the individual is unemployed or employed with a bad match). 
These individuals are sensitive to “push” motives. 
Figure 1 describes these mechanisms and explain the various motivations to 
entrepreneurship in connection with the previous position of the entrepreneur.  
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Figure 1: Entrepreneurial motives and labor market position 
 
For the same given level of the observed human capital (the full circle area) there can 
be the same incentive to entrepreneurship (ratio of grey parts of the rings to white parts of the 
circles). Nevertheless there is a different informative content about the total level of the 
human capital of the individual according the entrepreneurial motives. When the decision to 
set up a new firm results from “push” motive, we consider that the unemployed position of the 
individual implies that his observed human capital is undervalued such that entrepreneurship 
does not reveal some unobserved human capital.  
Conversely when the labour market is functioning well, the observed human capital of 
the individual gets paid on average to its just value. Consequently the setting up of a company 
by a salaried employee responds to “pull” motives (new idea to develop or a market niche to 
make the most of). Why go for a risky situation, unless there is a profit expectation higher 
than one’s wage?  
Kirzner’s concept of alertness (1979, 1985) that allows an individual to seize business 
opportunities is another way to understand the “pull” motives. All individuals are not equally 
endowed with alertness; for those who are, the appropriation of innovation gains thus 
constitutes a powerful incentive to entrepreneurship (Lazear, Mc Nabb, 2004). The wage 
earner goes into entrepreneurship only if the global environment is favorable, that is to say 
that the labor market is fluid, that he perceives that the potential failure of his project will not 
penalize him and that he easily finds the needed financial supports and advices.  
Individuals sensitive to “pull” motives do not suffer from a depreciation of their own 
human capital in their previous occupation (Bhattacharjee et al., 2009). Consequently, when 
they decide to set up a firm, their opportunity cost of entrepreneurship is high and we can 
infer the new entrepreneur will be pro-active in its post-entry strategy. Conversely, “push” 
entrepreneurs bear a low opportunity cost and are less incited to implement a strategy aiming 
at outreach rivals. Notwithstanding for “push” entrepreneurs the Minimum Efficient Size is 
not reached. In our data base, 82.8% [63.8%] of “push” [“pull”] entrepreneurs set up their 
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firms with no salaried people4[1]. The total amount of money invested in the firm at the 
begining is lower than 7623 euros for 51.4% [39%] of “push” [“pull”] entrepreneurs. So if the 
Entrepreneurial Orientation is a way to quickier depreciate fixed assets, “push” entrepreneurs 
could be more inclined to adopt a proactive strategy.  
Within the set of different post-entry strategies, we focus on the firm’s competitive 
behavior or its willingness to overcome competitors to gain market shares. This competitive 
Entrepreneurial behavior includes all activities or attitudes aimed at overcoming rivals: 
willingness to increase activity, willingness to sub-contract and commercial aggressiveness 
(concerning prices, new customers and advertising strategy).  
 
1-2) Entrepreneurial Orientation 
Part of literature in management has shed a light on what has been named the 
Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) of entrepreneurs: “An entrepreneurial firm is ones that 
engage in product market innovation, undertakes somewhat risky ventures and is first to come 
up with proactive innovations, beating competitors to the punch” (Miller, 1983, p.771). 
Lumpkin and Dess (1996) have identified five variables to specify the definition of the 
concept of Entrepreneurial Orientation (Proactiveness, Competitive Aggressiveness
5
, 
Willingness to take risk, Autonomy and Innovativeness). 
In this paper we focus on the two first variables proactiveness and competitive 
aggressiveness because we are interested in explaining the rivalry behavior and the product 
market’s strategy of the new firms.  
“Proactiveness refers to how firms relate to market opportunities by seizing initiative 
in the market place; competitive aggressiveness refers to how firms react to competitive 
trends and demands that already exist in the market place”, (Lumpkin and Dess, 2001, p. 
429). 
Proactiveness is characterized by the anticipation of opportunities, the detection of 
future trends in the market and a high responsiveness to market signals that allows the firm to 
benefit from first mover advantages. The firm acts in advance to less responsive rivals thus 
enabling it to be in a good position to seize market shares and to show superior performance 
over rivals. A proactive firm tends to shape its environment in its favor (Frese and al., 1996). 
It acts in anticipating future problems, needs or changes. 
Competitive aggressiveness requires adopting towards competitors tactics in order to 
weaken them or to benefit from their weaknesses. It also has to do with a reactive behavior. In 
the case of new firms the aggressiveness posture is a mean to establish a position, a kind of 
legitimacy.  
In the empirical analysis of the impact of aggressiveness/proactiveness on survival, we 
must take into account the competitive environment because the proactive attitude of the 
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 Lumpkin and Dess (1997) noticed that Covin and Slevin (1989, 1991) do not distinguish clearly the two 
concepts because they suggested that “proactive firms compete aggressively with other firms”. 
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entrepreneur is recognized as a key determinant of firm performance in hostile environments 
(Covin and Covin, 1990). Moreover Smith et al. (2001) have shown that in hostile 
environments, competitive aggressiveness is beneficial. 
 
2. Entrepreneurial motives, post-entry strategies and longevity of new firms 
 
2-1) Data and measurement issues 
In order to highlight the post entry strategies on the survival of the new firm we have 
used a French data base on new entrepreneurs. The data is extracted from the SINE 94 
“Système d'informations sur les nouvelles entreprises" (Information system on new firms) 
survey, which was conducted by the French National Institute of Statistical and Economic 
Studies, Insee (Institut National des Statistiques et des Etudes Economiques). It provides 
qualitative data on entrepreneurship and, more specifically, variables pertaining to the 
entrepreneur and the circumstances in which entrepreneurship occurred (SINE 94-1). Among 
new firms created in 1994 and still alive in 1997, a second survey (SINE 94-2) gives 
information about the strategies of entrepreneurs performed two years before (i.e. during 1996 
and 1997). This survey explores the real behavior of the firm on its product market and its 
strategy against competitors between 1996-1997. The data base encompasses 36337 firms 
created in 1994 and still alive in 1997. A third survey conducted in 1999 (SINE 94-3) 
identifies the firms which are still running and those that closed down over the period 1998-
1999. In our data, we retain two variables as proxies of a proactive behavior: the willingness 
of an entrepreneur to increase his activity and the subcontracting work given to other firms. 
Subcontracting is a way to either alleviate capacity constraints or outsource procedures that 
cannot be accomplished by the firm itself (specialty subcontracting). Three variables in the 
data are used as proxies of an aggressive posture. The aggressiveness of a firm in its market is 
expressed by a decrease in price (price competition) but also by the willingness to attract new 
clients and the advertising efforts (non price competition). Information displayed in the data 
base allows us to construct an index representing the level of entrepreneurial behavior of the 
firm. We then build a score and an index of E.O. -Annex 1-. Both the index and the score will 
be used in survival models. 
The score gives information about the nature of the Entrepreneurial Orientation (the 
specific policy conducted in the product market). 
The index aims to approach the global Entrepreneurial Orientation of the new firm. In 
survival analysis this index is used in order to measure if a high degree of Entrepreneurial 
Orientation conveys a better survival scheme in the sense that leading several policies 
together is the way to be more efficient.  
We restrict our sample to entrepreneurs evolving into a hostile environment. This 
restriction is done in order to avoid any criticism regarding the fact that our definition of 
proactiveness and aggressiveness does not exactly include behavior of the entrepreneur but 
rather the growth or growth potential that differ according to the branch of industry. 
Considering that firms mainly sell homogenous products, how difficult it is to sell its products 
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could be a measure of the nature of environment (hostile versus non hostile). Then we will 
identify a hostile environment for the firm by the answer: “Difficulties to sell products” to the 
question “What has been your main problem during the last two years?” in the survey. So we 
will measure if proactiveness/aggressiveness is a good way for a firm to overcome a difficult 
position on its market for the two categories “push” and “pull” entrepreneurs. 
 
2-2) Empirical results 
We use a Cox model (proportional hazard model) in order to examine the impact of 
post-entry strategy on survival. The basic hazard function is not specified here, since the 
results of the non-parametric estimation (Kaplan-Meier) of the duration show that none of the 
known statistical laws can be adapted to our data. Therefore we calculate the life span of the 
firm in months and the duration model measures the impact of the variables representing of 
the nature and the level of entrepreneurial behavior on the life span of the firm. We also 
control with other variables which are commonly included in survival analysis of new firms. 
Seven variables representing the firm and the context of its foundation and five variables 
characterizing the entrepreneur are included in the model (annex 2). The results of Cox 
models are gathered in table 1. 
 
Intensity of Entrepreneurial Orientation  Proactiveness and Competitive aggressiveness 
Variables coefficients (Pr>
2
) Variables Risk ratio: 
exp( ) 
(Pr>
2
) 
E.O.5 
E.O.4 
E.O.3 
E.O.2 
E.O.1 
E.O.0 
 
 
-2LogL 
LR statistic 
Number of firms 
Percent Censored 
-0,809* 
-0,347*** 
-0,343*** 
-0,439*** 
-0,051 
Ref. 
 
 
22441 
501,38*** 
9927 
87,36 
(0,0797) 
(<0,01) 
(<0,01) 
(<0,01) 
(0,6436) 
 
 
 
 
GL.APPR. 
SUBGIVEN 
 
ADV.EFF. 
PROS.EFF. 
PRICE EFF. 
 
 
-2LogL 
LR statistic 
Number of firms 
Percent Censored 
-0,299*** 
-0,336*** 
 
0,107* 
-0,044 
-0,084 
 
 
22427 
515,42*** 
9927 
87,36 
(<0,01) 
(<0,01) 
 
(0,0839) 
(0,4714) 
(0,1622) 
 
 
 
Table 1: Entrepreneurial Orientation and new firms’ survival in a hostile environment. 
Survival analysis -Cox's model- 
Lecturer of the table: ones reasons according the referential class of each variable. If 0  and if Pr>
2 is inferior to 10% 
the variable contributes significantly to increase the life span of the firm.  
***, ** and * indicate significant at the 1%, 5% and 10% level, respectively. 
Results concerning control variables are available from the authors upon request. 
 
The global index of E.O. measures the intensity of E.O. regarding our definition about 
the measure of proactiveness and aggressiveness. Globally E.O. improves significantly the 
duration of new firms in a hostile environment. This result is in line with in Keh Nguyen and 
Ng (2007) who found a positive relationship between E.O. and firm performance. Concerning 
the impact of the nature of E.O., we find that a proactive behavior significantly improves the 
survival of the firm. Conversely the competitive aggressiveness in the population of young 
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firms does not translate into a longer life span. Moreover the advertising effort reduces the life 
span. A possible explanation could be related with the inefficiency of advertising in an 
environment where initially firms suffer from difficulties to sell their products.  
We consider that pre entry motives could be related with the individual ability to 
implement a successful pro-active/aggressive strategy towards competitors. New 
entrepreneurs who were previously salaried in the same branch of industry have rather a 
“pull” motive when they set up their firm. Individuals who were previously unemployed are 
sensitive to “push” motives. In such a case, to get into entrepreneurship responds to a self-
employment choice that probably conveys less growth oriented strategies. 
Table 2 identifies to which extent new entrepreneurs are more prone to implement 
successful proactive and aggressive policies according to their pre entry motives. A dominant 
“push” motive is expected to be associated with the category of individuals unemployed for 
more than one year. A dominant “pull” motive is expected to correspond with the category of 
people who do not change their branch of activity when they set-up a firm.  
 
“Pull” entrepreneurs (Previously salaried in the same branch of industry (opportunity motives)) 
Variables coefficients (Pr>
2
) Variables coefficients (Pr>
2
) 
E.O.5 
E.O.4 
E.O.3 
E.O.2 
E.O.1 
E.O.0 
 
 
-2LogL 
LR statistic 
Number of firms 
Percent Censored 
 0,599 
-0,306 
-0,174 
-0,640** 
-0,024 
Ref. 
 
 
4241 
295,42*** 
2915 
90,19 
(0,349) 
(0,313) 
(0,507) 
(0,016) 
(0,922) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
GL.APPR. 
SUBGIVEN 
 
ADV.EFF. 
PROS.EFF. 
PRICE EFF. 
 
 
-2LogL 
LR statistic 
Number of firms 
Percent Censored 
-0,636*** 
0,299* 
 
0,228* 
0,495*** 
-0,449*** 
 
 
4241 
295,42*** 
2915 
90,19 
(<0,01) 
(0,0680) 
 
(0,0840) 
(<0,01) 
(<0,01) 
 
 
Push entrepreneurs (Unemployed more than one year (necessity motives)) 
Variables coefficients (Pr>
2
) Variables coefficients (Pr>
2
) 
E.O.5 
E.O.4 
E.O.3 
E.O.2 
E.O.1 
E.O.0 
 
-2LogL 
LR statistic 
Number of firms 
Percent Censored 
-0,507 
-1,043*** 
-1,138*** 
-1,197*** 
-0,791*** 
Ref. 
 
2518 
177,54*** 
1668 
89,03 
(0,513) 
(<0,01) 
(<0,01) 
(<0,01) 
(<0,01) 
 
GL.APPR. 
SUBGIVEN 
 
ADV.EFF. 
PROS.EFF. 
PRICE EFF. 
 
-2LogL 
LR statistic 
Number of firms 
Percent Censored 
-0,29 
-0,427* 
 
0,074 
-0,569*** 
0,018 
 
2515.86 
180.15*** 
1668 
89,03 
(0,1045) 
(0,06) 
 
(0,673) 
(<0,01) 
(0,913) 
 
 
 
 
Table 2: Post entry strategies and the longevity of new firms: “pull” and “push” entrepreneurs 
 
In a hostile environment when entrepreneurs were previously employed in the same 
branch of activity, the intensity of Entrepreneurial behavior does not improve globally the 
duration of the new firm (except for E.O.2). This results from the existence of two opposite 
effects. On the one hand, “pull” entrepreneurs are a priori endowed by unobserved human 
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capital (see section I). Probably these entrepreneurs have some personal abilities to adopt 
offensive positioning towards competitors or to be responsive to market signals. As a 
consequence they are more prone to adopt aggressive strategies that do not generate the exit 
of the firm. On the other hand, “pull” entrepreneurs have more information about the desired 
product and its characteristics, the tastes of customers, the rules of the competition on the 
product market. For them Entrepreneurial Orientation does not always constitute an efficient 
strategy in order to reduce information asymmetries between clients and product or service 
supplied and, if the costs of the entrepreneurial posture is high, it could be detrimental for the 
survival of the firm. The non significance of the intensity of Entrepreneurial Orientation also 
comes from the fact that Entrepreneurial orientation driven by “price efforts” or “global 
approach” significantly improves the firm duration while the other kinds of Entrepreneurial 
Orientation reduce it. One interpretation could be that the reputation is more easily acquired 
by attracting ancient clients they had in the firm where they worked. Moreover for this 
category of entrepreneurs the subcontracting work given is mainly a subcontracting of 
speciality that denotes insufficient skills adapted to the needs of the contractor. 
 
The positive impact of the Entrepreneurial Orientation on survival is surprisingly more 
important in the population of pushed entrepreneurs compared to the population of pulled 
entrepreneurs. This result comes from the fact that none of the different kinds of 
Entrepreneurial Orientation has a negative impact on the survival of the firm. We could have 
inferred that when individuals are motivated by the depreciation of their human capital they 
have not specific managerial abilities and so it could be difficult for them to adopt offensive 
strategies to outperform their industry rivals. Nevertheless since they are more constrained 
(previously unemployed people are financially constrained -Crepon and Duguet, 2002-), they 
create in the lowest sizes and so under the minimum efficient size. The survival probability of 
a firm is positively related to its initial size (Mata and Portugal, 1994, Audretsch and 
Mahmood, 1995) and this effect persists some years after entry (Geroski et al., 2007). 
Proactive strategies might be more efficient because more crucial to overcome the initial 
drawback of a low initial size for this category of entrepreneurs. “Subcontracting work given” 
and “prospection efforts of new clients” improve the survival while the combination with the 
other kinds of entrepreneurial orientation is also beneficial for the survival. 
 
3. Conclusion 
 
In this paper, we investigated the complex relationships between the entrepreneur’s 
motives when he sets-up a firm, the entrepreneurial orientation of the young firm and his 
survival chances. The empirical results are obtained from a sample of new French firms 
created in 1994 and for which survival is examined during 1997-1999 after implementation of 
market policies during 1996-1997. The previous situation of the entrepreneur on the labor 
market is suspected to be related with a main motive (“pull” or “push”) when he sets-up a 
firm. We have shown that the entrepreneurial orientation of the entrepreneurs draws some 
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interesting results that can go beyond the usual explanations of survival based on the initial 
conditions under which new firms are founded. More precisely, the positive impact of the 
entrepreneurial orientation of the firm on its survival is closely related to the “push” motives. 
Further research needs to be undertaken concerning firm’s entrepreneurial orientation 
in connection with an estimation of an “entrepreneurial human capital” which is (all things 
equal) a determining factor in the survival of new firm. This “entrepreneurial human capital” 
has to do both with behavioral attitudes (translated into proactive and aggressive firm’s 
strategies) and probably with psychological traits. 
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Annexes 
Annex 1 
Table 1. The construction of a score and an index of the Entrepreneurial Orientation (E.O.) 
Questions Modalities of reply E.O. score  
What has been your global approach 
towards your firm over the last two years 
(1995-1997)?  
Increasing the activity 1 
P
ro
a
ctiv
en
ess 
Maintaining the activity at its 
level 
0 
Attempting to safeguard the 
activity 
0 
Have you been subcontracting work (to 
other firms) over the last two years? 
Yes 1 
No 0 
Have you made advertising efforts over the 
last two years? 
Yes 1 
A
g
g
ressiv
en
ess 
No 0 
Have you made efforts to prospect new 
clients over the last two years? 
Yes 1 
No 0 
Have you made any effort on your prices 
over the last two years? 
Yes 1 
No 0 
 
An E.O. score is assigned to each criterion according to the answer given. By 
summing up these scores, we construct a global index of E.O. on a scale of [0; 5] –the higher 
the global index, the higher the E.O. index ascribed to the firm-.  
 
E.O.5 very high E.O. 
E.O.4 high E.O. 
E.O.3 medium E.O. 
E.O.2 weak E.O. 
E.O.1 very weak E.O. 
E.O.0 no E.O. 
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Table 2. Explanatory and control variables 
Explanatory variables 
Variable Modalities Abbreviation 
Intensity of 
Entrepreneurial 
behavior 
No Entrepreneurial behavior E.O.0 
Very low E.O.1 
Low  E.O.2 
Medium  E.O.3 
High  E.O.4 
Very High  E.O.5 
Type of 
Entrepreneurial 
behavior 
Global Approach GL. APPR. 
Advertising effort  ADV. EFF. 
Prospection effort PROS. EFF. 
Price Effort PRICE EFF. 
Subcontracting Work Given  SUB. GIVEN 
 
Control variables 
Legal status 
Limited liability 
Unlimited liability 
Origin of the firm 
Start up 
Take over 
Branch of industry 
Food industry 
Industry 
Transports 
Construction 
Catering 
Household services 
Services enterprises 
Trade 
Initial size of the 
enterprise  
One salaried and more 
No salaried 
Amount of money 
invested to set-up 
the firm 
Less than 7623 €uros 
Between 7623 €uros and 15245 €uros 
Between 15245 €uros and 38112 €uros 
More than 38112 €uros 
Obtaining a public 
financial aid in 
1994 
Public financial aid obtained 
Public financial aid none obtained 
Asking for bank 
loans and obtained 
them in 1994 
Demand and refusal 
Demand and obtained 
No demand 
Gender 
Man 
Woman 
Age of the 
entrepreneur 
Less than 25 years old 
Between 25 and 35 years old 
Between 35 and 45 years old 
More than 45 years old 
Human Capital of 
the entrepreneur 
Skills acquired in a different branch of activity and no diploma 
Skills acquired in a different branch of activity and diploma 
Skills acquired in the same branch of activity and no diploma 
Skills acquired in the same branch of activity and diploma  
Occupation before 
the setting-up of 
Unemployed 
None working population 
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the new firm Working population 
Main motivation 
when the 
entrepreneur sets-
up its firm 
New idea 
Opportunity 
Without employ 
Entourage example 
Taste for entrepreneurship 
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